This article deals with those aspects of language that can be seen to carry out a primarily "interactional function" in that they are used to "establish and maintain social relationships" (Brown and Yule 1983: 2 and 3). Such aspects have been variously referred to as performing an "expressive" (Bühler 1934), "emotive" (Jakobson 1960), "social expressive" (Lyons 1977) or "interpersonal" (Halliday 1994) function or, more recently, as performing the function by which "social roles and relationships are constructed" (White 2002: 2). In this article such aspects are referred to in very general terms as 'attitudinal' or as carrying 'attitudinal meaning' or expressing 'attitude'.
Introduction
The aim of this article is to show the extent to which the linguistic resources and strategies that encode the writers' interpersonal stance must be assessed in the light of pragmatic factors. For this purpose the specific example of Letters to the Editor in the DOI: 10.1075/prag.15.1.03pou English and Italian printed media has been chosen because it represents an interesting case in which interaction is linguistically constructed. In opinion letters to the paper the writers take position by expressing their views on current events and states of affairs and by appealing for action. In so doing they also reveal their feelings towards such events and provide their evaluation of the people and circumstances involved.
The first section is concerned with clarifying the nature of those linguistic resources that typically carry out an "interactional function" (Brown and Yule 1983: 2) . The section considers how such resources have been traditionally dealt with, investigated and referred to. It will be shown how emphasis on particular aspects may be placed according to circumstantial factors such as the nature of the linguistic system investigated (in this case either standard British English or Italian), the type of discourse (a form of critical writing in this case) and interacting parties (newspapers' readers and editors in this case).
The second section turns to the cultural context in which the letters are produced and considers how such contextual features may be reflected in the writers' linguistic choices. Attention is drawn to differences in linguistic practice with particular reference to the use of written English and Italian, the understanding of argumentation (the linguistic conventions associated with the expression of opinion and point of view) and, particularly, the traditional role of Letters to the Editor, as a genre, within the development of the press in England and Italy.
The third section provides the theoretical and methodological framework that allows for the linguistic analysis of the letters in terms of their interactional impact. The framework is centred around the writers' main communicative purpose: The expression of opinions and the nature of the opinions expressed. Once again it is function in context (the pragmatic aspect) that informs the choice of the variables investigated and the interpretation of the material. Examples are provided for illustration and the results of the analysis are summarized, compared and evaluated.
In the last section the findings are assessed in the light of the contextual environment in which the letters are produced as outlined in the preceding section.
'Attitudinal meaning'
Speakers and writers can rely on a wide range of linguistic resources to establish and maintain a relationship with their interlocutors or readers. Some of these resources are embedded in the grammar of the language they use. In the case of English, for example, studies have focused on the role played by modal verbs (e.g.: may, can, must) and adjuncts (e.g.: surely, probably, undoubtedly) within the clause and the way that such tools allow speakers and writers to take position in respect of the strength of their certainty or conviction, requests or commands (Halliday 1994) . In Halliday's framework such resources are said to perform an "interpersonal function" whereby "the speaker adopts for himself a particular speech role" (essentially, giving or demanding information or service) and, "in so doing, assigns to the listener a complementary role which he wishes him to adopt in his turn (essentially accepting the information or providing the service) (Halliday 1994: 68) Several studies have been carried out on the Italian modal system, namely by Simone and Amacker (1977) , Rainaud (1992) and, more recently, by Van der Auwera and Dendale (2001) and Cresti (2002) . A great deal of attention, however, has also been given to additional and widely used grammatical structures that allow Italian speakers and writers to express their attitude to people, facts and events. Such structures are noticeable for providing a means to express not only the strength of the speakers or writers' certainty or the urgency of their demands (as typically conveyed by modal operators) but also their evaluative or emotive stance towards people and events. For example one can say:
(1)
Sono contento che tu sia venuta 'I am happy that you have(subjunctive) come'
The use of the morphological subjunctive variant sia rather than indicative sei draws attention to the emotive meaning expressed lexically by sono contento ('I am happy').
One can similarly say:
(2) É normale che tu abbia paura 'It is normal that you have (subjunctive) fear'
The use of the morphological subjunctive variant abbia instead of hai draws attention to the evaluative meaning expressed lexically by é normale ('it is normal').
Italian has also developed a range of morphological structures (suffixes) which add an emotive or evaluative meaning to essentially 'neutral' words. The noun ragazzo ('boy'), for example, can be altered to ragazz-ino or ragazz-etto ('small/young/inexperienced boy') or to ragazz-one ('big/strong/heavy-built/clumsy boy') or ragazz-accio ('badly-behaved/ugly boy') or ragazz-uccio ('endearing, sweet, small boy') . The basic form of adjectives and adverbs can also be altered through suffixes. The variant formations express additional evaluative meaning as in cald-ino ('a bit warm'), cald-uccio ('nice and warm'), cald-issimo ('very hot') for caldo ('warm') or bell-occio ('beautiful in an effeminate and non-appealing way') instead of bello ('beautiful').
These suffixes are used creatively and the meaning conveyed can vary considerably depending on the root word and the context. Tappet-uccio, for example may mean: 'Nice little carpet' or 'cheap carpet' and mes-accio does not refer to a 'badlybehaved month' (see paragraph above) but to a 'month when a series of bad things happened'.
In addition, word order is very flexible in Italian. Grammatical meaning is carried by the inflection and the order of words and thematic structure can be altered to create emphasis and encode a degree of evaluation. It is possible to write, for example, in standard Italian prose:
Il tempo felice della giovinezza é passato e la vecchiaia si avvicina. 'The time happy of the youth has gone and the old age is nearing'.
(b) É passato il tempo felice della giovinezza e si avvicina la vecchiaia. 'It has gone the time happy of the youth and is nearing the old age' [emphasis on the feeling of regret].
(c) La vecchiaia, passato (é) il tempo felice della giovinezza, si avvicina. 'The old age, gone (has) the time happy of the youth, is nearing' [emphasis on the threatening feeling of old age nearing]).
(a) is the unmarked version. In (b) the alternative thematic distribution emphasizes the feeling of regret whereas in (c) the emphasis is on the feeling of threat engendered by the onset of old age. Tempo ('time') and felice ('happy') can also swap places in each case, adding to the number of possible emotive nuances. The level of investigation, however, can be widened to include not only linguistic structure and isolated clauses or propositions but also linguistic use in context and for specific purposes, that is "discourse" (defined as "meaning beyond the clause" instantiated through texts and constituting the interface between grammar and social context. Martin and Rose 2003: Subtitle-7) . The interactional strategies that can be adopted by speakers and writers in discourse are articulated through a much wider range of structural patterns. The type of social interaction enacted through discourse (whether spoken or written) is typically realized through the participants' self-expression in terms of views, feelings and evaluation.
The expression of evaluation, stance and point of view has been investigated particularly through the analysis of narrative discourse in relation to the structure of the narrative plot and the writer's presence. Although many studies in this area are mainly concerned with propositional attitude, it has often been recognized that evaluation can be expressed at various structural levels throughout a whole text rather than through single expressions or parts (see Thomson and Huston 2000) . It has also been observed that contextual factors (such as the type of text and the cultural setting) inherent to the notion of discourse, play an essential role when decoding evaluative meaning. (See, for example, Corazzi and Jin 2000) .
Other studies have focused on discourse other than narrative and have further explored the linguistic resources adopted by writers and speakers as they reveal their selves, values and feelings through language (e.g.: Ochs and Schieffelin's study of "affect" 1989; Finegan's exploration of "subjectivity" 1995; Lemke's study of "evaluation" and " attitudinal meaning" 1998; and Martin and White's development of the notion of "appraisal" 2003 and earlier).
Lemke's inclusive view of "attitudinal" and "evaluative" meanings is particularly relevant to the present article. Lemke clarifies that attitude and evaluation can be expressed not only "to take a stance toward and socially orient ourselves and our text to others" but also "to take a stance toward the ideational or propositional content of our texts" (1998: 1). Lemke argues that "whatever we have to say about the world, we can also tell others, in the same utterance, to what extent we believe what we say is likely, desirable, important, permissible, surprising, serious, or comprehensible" (ibid.). The seven semantic classes of "evaluative attributes" which Lemke identifies in a corpus of newspaper editorials (1998) include the categories "warrantability/ probability" and "normativity/ appropriateness" as well as the more obviously attitudinal categories concerned with evaluation and affect ("desirability/ inclination", "humorousness/ seriousness"). Martin (2000: 143) is equally aware of the many levels at which interaction between speakers or writers and readers is achieved and points out that verbal exchanges are negotiated not only in terms of exchanges of information or services (as expressed through the grammar of "mood" and "modality" within Halliday's framework) but also through the ways in which the participants interact with each other by expressing what they are "feeling, the judgements they make and the value they place on the various phenomena of their experience" (ibid: 144). Martin states that the expression of feelings, judgements and values is more congruently realized in English through lexical rather than grammatical choice and introduces the term "appraisal" to refer to "the semantic resources used to negotiate emotions, judgements and valuations" (2000: 145) . He also identifies resources of "engagement" which essentially express the speakers' commitment to the truth value of their assertions and signal their preparedness to engage in a dialogue with their interlocutors.
The focus of my analysis is on the writers' expression of belief and appeal for action in their letters to the paper but the expression of their feelings can also be seen to play an essential role. It will be shown that both Lemke's and Martin's categories, variables and insight may be fruitfully applied to the analysis of opinion letters of this type. I have continued to use the term "attitudinal meaning" in Lemke's wider sense throughout this article even though, within Martin's framework, "attitudinal meanings" are clearly understood as indicating specifically the "speaker/writer's emotional responses" or their view of the "social acceptability of the behavior of human actors" or their assessment of "semiotic and natural phenomena by reference to their value" (White 2002: 5-6 ).
In summary, speakers and writers can express their attitude to propositions, people, events and objects in the real world through a variety of linguistic resources. The specific attitudinal meanings conveyed in discourse are generated through a combination of linguistic choice, discourse type (or genre) and context. Table. 1 below shows the relationship between the level of analysis (from the grammatical to the pragmatic and contextual), the general areas of investigation associated with attitudinal meaning, the attitude type depending on function performed and the level of reference. As one moves down the levels of analysis, the pragmatic aspect becomes increasingly more relevant and the closer one gets to the purely contextual level the wider the attitudinal meaning potential of linguistic expressions becomes. Martin (2000: 161-62 ) crucially refers to the fact that the selection of the particular linguistic resources counting as "appraisal" and their interpretation must be accounted for in relation to the type of discourse considered and the overall context in which it is set (the last level of analysis in fig. 1 ).
Discourse types can be differentiated on the basis of their general function. Argumentative and persuasive discourse, for example, is a type in which the emphasis is on the expression of views and opinions rather than on narration or description. The instantiation of a discourse type through particular types of texts (such as readers' opinion letters published in the correspondence sections of newspapers) that share the same basic features (purpose, addressers and addressees and medium of communication) is commonly referred to as 'genre' (as clarified by Martin and Rose 2003) . The following section deals with the contextual features of the genre Letters to the Editor (Letters from now on) published in England and Italy. 
Contextual features of the genre 'Letters to the Editor'
The contextual features informing the expression of attitude in the discourse of the Letters relate particularly to the development of the press and a correspondence section in the two cultural settings. There are, however, more general contextual aspects that have to do with the development and uses of English and Italian as linguistic systems and with the understanding of argumentation and rhetorical expression in the two cultural settings. I will start by outlining briefly the more general aspects and then turn to the specific. Foley (1997: 200) suggests that English, as other non inflectional languages may be seen to rely more heavily than inflectional languages on covert categories, that is, on meaning that is not introduced through a constant formal marker (e.g. inflection) but through various lexical combinations. This may arguably apply also to the expression of attitude. It is problematic, however, to argue conclusively about the relationship between the level of grammaticalization (form) and speakers' use. More can be said on the cultural conventions associated with the use of British English in written discourse and their significance in respect of the expression of attitude. I am referring to the documented pressures on English writers to employ "a simple, utilitarian style" or "Senecan style…characterised by the relative brevity of the sentences, looseness of structure, succintness and pithiness of phrasing, and jerkiness of rhythm" (Corbett and Connors 1999: 505f) . Corbett and Connors (1999: 511) point out that this kind of writing (often referred to as 'plain style') "had its origin during the Restoration period with writers like Dryden, Bunyan and Temple and its development during the Queen Anne period through writers like Defoe, Swift and Addison".
Linguistic context
According to Strevens (1987: 177) , the influences of Descartes' logic and the birth and spread of empiricism and the scientific method, not only in science but also in philosophy, in the 17 th and 18 th centuries, may, at least partly, explain why "native speakers of English constantly make use of the refinements of logic" and expect language to "express precisely the truth or falsity or the propositions it contains". Strevens further qualifies his statement, however, by adding that this "is not to say that English (or any other language) is 'logical' but that "there is no doubt that the possibility exists in English to express logical relationships with great precision".
It has been argued (Strevens 1987: 92-93 ) that within other cultures, using English as their first language, expectations may be rather different.
Following an investigation into a large number of texts (500) from a variety of English spoken and written registers, Biber and Finegan (1989: 103-118) came to the conclusion that the "expression of stance [affective or evidential] is a 'marked' choice in English and that the prevailing norm is to leave stance lexically and grammatically unmarked, thus putting the burden on the addressees to infer a speaker's stance". They suggest, however, that, in English, "stance" may be more often "integrated into text rather than overtly marked" and that there may be "a variety of secondary stance markers" that "might show that stance is marked in some fashion and to some extent in many texts…labelled 'faceless'", that is devoid of attitudinal meaning .
As mentioned in 2. above, the expression of attitude and subjectivity is highly grammaticalised in Italian, particularly through its fully-fledged mood system, morphological features and the potential offered within an inflected system (flexible text, sentence and word order).
It has been observed (Ramat 1993: 35) that linguistic use seems to reflect a strong expectation that complexity of linguistic expression (very long sentences, frequent use of subordination and unusual lexical items) is an indication of the speaker or writer's quality of thought, intellectual ability and, ultimately, authority. Wierzbicka, whose work has systematically focused on the link between "cultural values" and linguistic use (2003) , draws attention to the link between the frequency of use of certain Italian grammatical patterns such as lexical and clausal repetition, expressive morphologic derivations (as mentioned in 2. above) and absolute superlatives and Italians' tendency to display their emotions without inhibition (2003: 279) . In her opinion such linguistic use also reflects Italians' varied and frequent use of gestures and facial expressions to convey feelings and emotions (2003: 282) .
Syntactically modern written Italian is a relatively static and overtly grammatically complex language. It is not, in fact, very different from the Old Italian used 700 years ago when the Tuscan variety started to acquire a literary standard status. In spite of the considerable changes in lexical use, Italian written sentence structure has remained relatively stable because for centuries it was the language of the educated minority and has been little affected by the spoken varieties of Italy's many dialects. The insistence has been on conservation and adherence to norm and even at the time of Italy's political unification (1861) Italian was still a literary language with elitist and formalistic characteristics (Sobrero 1993) . Migliorini (1966: 480) acknowledges that the Italian prose style has been undergoing a process of simplification (shorter sentences, more direct constructions, 56 Gabrina Pounds increased avoidance of subordination) started in the 19 th century and accelerated through the influence of impressionism and futurism at the beginning of the 20 th century. But he adds that "…even so, the Italian sentence still often seems long and cumbersome to an English reader: To achieve normality in English prose a translator from Italian has frequently to divide the Italian sentence at its colons and semicolons and recast its clauses as separate units".
It is argued that Italian writers seem to value the self-expressive and impressive functions of language to a higher degree than their English counterparts. English writers, on the other hand, typically favour the 'informative' function (including: Definition, classification, comparison, contrast, analysis and synthesis) that is commonly associated with scientific discourse (see Kaplan 1972 ) and leave less room for self-expression. However, within the discourse of the press and of the Letters, in particular, specific cultural expectations are bound to give rise to mixed and complex configurations. It remains to be seen if the general expectations outlined above will be consistent with the findings from the analysis of the Letters.
The understanding of argumentation
The writers of the Letters are not just expressing their views using the strategies inherited from linguistic convention. Their expressive choices are also grounded in their understanding of the rules of argumentation in their ideological environment. The consistent choice of certain rhetorical strategies may be compatible only with the specific cultural understanding of what counts as convincing or effective reasoned debate. If, for instance, the rule applies that providing factual evidence is the strongest tool available to support an opinion, then it follows that a view that is thus supported will be seen as particularly convincing. If, on the other hand, other strategies are perceived as more effective (e.g.: Stressing the writer's conviction about the truth of a proposition) then providing factual evidence may not be the best strategy. Different genres would obviously activate different rules so that, for example, subjective arguments may be more effective and widely employed in the context of argumentation in a letter than they would be in the context of argumentation in an essay or in an academic article.
Belonging to the western cultural tradition, both English and Italian writers use language in order to persuade and convince the readers of the validity of their claims and/or the need for following a particular course of action. This is considered an acceptable and useful practice and is associated with democratic political thinking, the fundamental belief in rationality and the possibility of verbal resolution of conflict.
Even in the Western cultural environment, where argumentative writing is generally practised and accepted, subtle variation may exist in respect of the relevance attributed to one or the other component of argumentative discourse. Connor and Lauer (1988) provide an in-depth view of the development of "persuasive writing" within the Anglo Saxon cultural setting (England, New Zealand and the US). They noticed (1988: 151-52) that the "evaluative" component within the Anglo Saxon students' argumentative framework "was not evident in the average performance of any of the groups", confirming their view that the "credibility" and "affective" appeal of persuasive writing are not given as much importance in the curricula of these countries as they once were and that logical and rational arguments are prioritized.
The shift is arguably linked with the demise of orality at the advantage of literacy in the above mentioned cultural areas. This led to an almost exclusive focus on the teaching of logic and deductive and inductive reason ('logos' or 'rational appeal') at the expense of 'ethos' and 'pathos' (in the Aristotelian tradition), that is, the 'credibility' and 'affective' appeals (Connor and Lauer 1988: 139) . Little consideration is given, in other words, to the audience aspect of the communicative event.
Corbett and Connors' study (1999) reveals that, in the Anglo Saxon cultural areas, there gradually developed a strong view that language should match purpose and -when it comes to 'ordinary registers' and, particularly, to argumentative content -the clearer the arguments the more effective the discourse. Rhetoric (as style) tended more and more to be associated with the specific discourse and requirements of poetry and literature and self-expression with conversation or non verbal media. Towards the middle of the 20 th century, an attempt was made to recover the interpersonal aspect of English argumentative discourse, rediscover a 'new rhetoric' that would take the audience factor into account. Rather than going back to 'ethos' and 'pathos', however, the key term became 'identification', that is the need for the writers to identify themselves with the readers in order to ensure a positive response. The notion of 'effective argument' was revisited accordingly. It was recognised that "most things about which people argue exist in the realm of the contingent, the probable, the plausible" and thatas in the Anglo-Saxon law system, so in general verbal interaction -the audience is not 'affected' so much by a-priori rational premises as by real events or 'precedents' that would justify similar course of action in similar circumstances (see Corbett and Connors1999: 538f) .
As for the Italian cultural setting, Connor and Lauer (1988) argue that -in spite of the general 'rationalisation' of western thought -argumentation retains here more of its traditional 'interpersonal' properties, thanks to the persistence of the Humanistic ideals of the Renaissance and, possibly -I would add -due to the different demands made on the language (e.g. the greater use of oral language within the education system). This is consistent with a more visible speaker's or writer's presence, that is, attitudinal meaning.
In the case of the Letters one is dealing not only with the conventions of written argumentative discourse but also with less formalised, yet still widely held, views and practice of verbal interaction possibly bearing on written practice. When considering the cultural norms reflected in the expression of opinion in spoken Polish and (Australian) English, for example, Wierzbicka mentions "the English preference for a hedged expression of opinions and evaluations and the Polish tendency to express opinions in strong terms and without any hedges whatsoever"(2003: 43). The English preference for hedged expression of opinions and evaluations in spoken interaction may be reflected in the level of explicitness in which opinions are expressed in the Letters.
It is difficult to predict which argumentative features would be particularly prominent in English and Italian Letters and whether some of the differences highlighted above will be reflected in the findings from the analysis. Additional contextual features derive from the role of the press in the English and Italian cultural settings.
Development and functions of the press
Italian newspaper editors and journalists have traditionally been dedicated to supporting the particular point of view of specific interest groups (see Pellegrini 1997) . The first publications at the end of the 19 th century were written in order to advertise particular business initiatives and often appeared in the form of bulletins in which readers were informed of the financial situation of a particular company and encouraged to take an interest in or support that company. At around the same time this advertising function was extended to supporting particular political interests, and the political parties and the Catholic Church publish their own newspapers to this day, some with national coverage. More recently, strong connections have been established in Italy between the press and the entertainment industry, particularly television, undermining its independence and contribution to the political debate.
The British newspapers were born out of the traditional liberal ideology of the 19 th century and fulfilled, at least partly, an educational aim, that is one of increasing political and social awareness (see Barker 2000: 225) . Although it is debatable to what extent this intention was fulfilled, according to Harris and Lee (1986: 108) the British press still fulfils three major functions: "inspirational", "informative" and "integrative".
The British readership is comparably very large by European standards. Journalists are professionals trained to adopt a very specific journalistic style (Tunstall 1996) . This can be largely attributed to the newspapers' need for sales to ensure their economic survival in view of their financial independence from the government (Harris and Lee 1986). The British editors' need for "audience appeal" (Fairclough 1995) has promoted the search for the sensational and has given rise, particularly in the tabloid press, to a form of fake expressivity. Strong feelings (particularly anger, shock and horror) are expressed in a stereotyped form and fixed pattern (Barker 2000) . There remains little room, in these cases, for real debate and exchange of opinion. This explains, for example, the total absence of opinion Letters from some of the most sensationalist tabloids, noticeably The Sun.
Whilst Italian television and, to a certain extent, magazines, have undergone a similar process of popularisation and standardization, no real equivalent to the tabloid press has developed in Italy (Murialdi 1998) . The Italian readership is comparably very low by European standards (Lumley 1996) . The most widely-read Italian papers are quality broad-sheets notoriously inaccessible to the majority of readers because of their obscure use of language (Murialdi 1998) . On the one hand the discourse of the press exhibits the signs of formalised self-expression (rhetorical and literary tendency), combining features from various traditional written registers (bureaucratic and affected) (Dardano 1981) but, on the other, it offers considerable potential for individual style and genuine self-disclosure.
Another important cultural difference concerns the attitude towards the reported news: A tendency towards formal separation between news and comment within AngloSaxon journalism in general (Harris and Lee 1986; and Fowler 1991) and a strong explicit presence of the editorial view throughout most of articles in the Italian papers (Dardano 1981) . Colombo (1995) suggests that the Italian practice may be explained in terms of the pervading "catholic culture" historically founded on the value assigned to authoritative interpretation. Faced with political censorship, English journalists have tended to retain the factual sections of the paper to avoid exposing their opinions to condemnation. The Italian journalists, on the other hand, resort to semantic complexity and ambiguity in order to evoke respectability and legitimacy (if holding political power) or to disguise opinions for which they may be held accountable (if devoid of political power). The censoring bodies are not necessarily political parties or figures but, more commonly for the Italian press, the big corporations that finance the papers.
Italian journalists have generally been more subject to constraints from above than their English counterparts, whether imposed by their financial patrons or selfimposed in view of their political roles in society. English journalists, on the other hand, are far more subject to pressures from below, that is, the requirements of the wide public they serve. It follows that a significant difference can be observed in the relationship between the press and the readers. Whilst the relatively more independent English journalists tend to identify with their readers (representing the general consensus, the common sense views and appearing to make common front with the readers in the face of government decisions and events), the Italian journalists, who are often politicians and/or business people, are further removed from their readers. As their distance from the readers is greater and more obvious, they have more interpersonal negotiating to do. Their relationship to the general public resembles that of the politicians' and authorities, characterised by a need for persuasion and impression.
More subtle and transient differences in the newspapers' functions arise generally from the power and characteristics of the ruling government and censoring bodies, the availability of sources and the pressure from public opinion. These factors can combine differently at any given time in both cultures, giving rise to various writing constraints and use of language.
Despite all the differences, however, it is also true that English and Italian speakers share many Western European cultural values through geographical, historical and linguistic proximity and that in both cultures the role of the press is essential for the communication of information, ideas and points of view. In both British and Italian newspapers and magazines there is plenty of opportunity for the expression of varying opinions, judgements, beliefs and attitudes in the presentation of information and comments. Many articles are examples of argumentative discourse in which opinions are presented and supported.
Editorial constraints and journalistic conventions do not completely prejudice individuality of expression, particularly in the correspondence section.
The correspondence section
The number of readers writing letters to the papers is much lower in Italy than in England, reflecting the lower paper circulation. The Italian writers tend to have a higher profile than their English counterparts. They are often well-known personalities in their own right or become well known for their letter writing and individual style. In some papers, however, the focus of the correspondence section is not so much the letters as the editor's reply, that is, the wise and informed view from above offering advice and comfort in the face of the readers' bewilderment and dismay. In these cases the letters of opinion share some features with the type of letters written to an 'agony aunt'. As the emphasis shifts to general dissatisfaction, opinions may be less clearly formulated.
Following the popularising trend from the mid 19 th century (see 3.3 above), many English papers publish Letters to the Editor for their selling value, adding to the overall sensational appeal and conforming to the cliché of shock-horror outrageous denunciation typical of the tabloid press. These letters exhibit the overt and emphatic, yet contrived expression of feelings mentioned above (3.3). As for the quality papers, they also tend to conform to their readers' expectations, providing a witty and entertaining section and, generally, conforming to the paper's tone. In both types of publication, therefore, there is not much room left for genuine and protracted debates on the big issues affecting society as a whole. Carefully selected letters (echoing the paper's concerns) can be used in English papers to increase the readers' impression that the papers are, indeed, representing them. It can also be argued that the overall framework of 'common-sense' constructed by the papers (see 3.3. above) and reflected in the letters (see, for example, the frequent use of the first person plural personal pronoun 'we') is not generally compatible with much variety of opinion and individuality.
By writing their letters the English writers may be, at some level, aware that they are entering the comment section of the paper and are, therefore, exposed to the criticism generally reserved to mere opinion in the British cultural context (see 3.2. above). They may be unconsciously mindful, therefore, that their comments are likely to be more successfully received if they refer to specific events. Concise to-the-point exposition is generally an editorial requirement for the English letters and may motivate the writers to cut out what may be perceived as irrelevant comments. For the Italian writers, on the other hand, it is acceptable to move from event to comment and back and, indeed, use events as background for more general views and digressions. This may partly explain why a similar number of opinions ('claims') was identified in the Italian and the English letters, although the linguistic material was considerably larger in the Italian (see 5.1. below).
As in the rest of the Italian papers, so in the correspondence section a clear distinction is maintained between paper and readers. The Italian editors interviewed in Ambrosi and Tessardo's survey (1991) consistently see the correspondence section as establishing a relationship between paper and readers rather than between readers. They argue that, by writing their letters, the readers 'seek the protection' of the powerful press. The papers' editors host the readers' views and often provide an informed and authoritative answer, but they do not identify with the readers who offer their 'hopeless victims' testimony'. In connection with the Italian people's historical alienation from their government, the papers represent a benign authority. It has been noticed, in this regard (see Ambrosi and Tessardo 1991) that the Italian letters do not seem to express much conviction that writing may actually produce any changes. The more ordinary writers seem to write out of resignation. Here again, self-expression is, significantly, more relevant than clear presentation of events and views. So it is possible, and indeed necessary, for the Italian letter writers to address current events in terms of their general relevance to the major social issues affecting the individual. Fewer letters deal with the details of specific events for their local and present significance (e.g. specific episodes of child abuse and violence, the treatment of the elderly and disabled, drug abuse and mafia).
Overall, however, both the English and the Italian opinion Letters seem particularly suited to the exploration of attitudinal expression. Though not immune to editorial intervention and control, they are likely to retain at least some of their original individuality of content and presentation. Letter writers are not generally professional journalists. Their backgrounds and writing styles vary considerably and they are required to formulate opinions on a variety of topics in a relatively short space.
A practical advantage of considering Letters rather than other more lengthy argumentative discourse is that it allowed me to consider a larger number of different examples and draw broader conclusions.
I selected the Letters from a variety of English and Italian newspapers and magazines, trying, where possible, to include whole selections from the same issue for the sake of objectivity. The Letters were all written in the 1990s and cover a large range of topics related to events taking place in England and Italy at the particular time of writing. I excluded letters in which the writer's main intention is not to express an opinion. This meant that I had to exclude some newspapers altogether, noticeably some tabloids (such as The Sun) and, generally women's magazines (both containing mainly letters requesting advice). Some letters were also unsuitable because they expressed mainly thanks, apologies or clarifications (e.g. some letters in the local Evening News) or provided long descriptive accounts of events and contained too strong a narrative element (e.g. some letters in The Times).
Some letters were excluded because they did not contain enough general reference for an average reader to understand exactly what the opinion was expressed about, either because the paper or the topic was too specialised or because too much reference was made to previous correspondence or because the letters were actually addressed to a specific person, body or interest group and not generally to the editor or general public (e.g. some letters in the Evening News). I have, however, included letters by representatives of particular interest groups when they seemed to be writing on their own behalf and addressing the wider public. From The European I have only selected letters by English native speakers as established from the names and addresses given.
In many Italian papers the letters are often followed by a reply by the Editor or 'Expert'. I have excluded those asking directly for advice but I have included those expressing opinions where the reply takes the form of comment rather than advice. However, I have not analysed the reply.
The Italian corpus contains Letters from weekly current-affairs magazines (published for the general public rather than for special interest groups such as: Women, computer experts, countryside lovers etc.), which are more prolific in Italy than in England. They represent the closest counterparts to the English tabloids.
I have restricted my analysis to forty letters for each corpus. This appears to be a sufficient number to allow for some patterns to emerge.
For the Italian letters I have chosen 2 high circulation dailies (Il Corriere della Sera and La Repubblica), 4 weekly magazines (Panorama, Epoca, L'Espresso and Liberal) a regional evening daily (Cronaca Vera), a party-financed well established daily (Il Secolo XIX) and a Church-financed well established daily (Avvenire).
For the English letters I have chosen 1 quality daily (The Times), 2 quality Sunday papers (Independent on Sunday and The Sunday Times), 1 provincial daily (Evening News), 1 Sunday tabloid (Mail on Sunday), 1 daily tabloid (The Express), 1 daily 'low' tabloid (The People) and 1 weekly paper with international readership (The European).
Although I have selected Letters expressing opinions, they also perform other functions. The writers may present new information on particular topics, express their emotive reaction to events and states of affair and write entertaining humorous letters. Attitudinal meaning is expressed through all these functions. In this article, however, the emphasis is placed on the attitudinal meaning generated through the argumentative function. Argumentative structure has been widely studied from a philosophical perspective (see particularly Toulmin 1958) . It is also a subject of study within critical thinking theories (for example Fisher 1988) 1992; and Lo Cascio 1991) . Toulmin et al (1979) have provided an outline of the main aspects of argumentation that can be applied to the study of various fields in which argumentation plays an important role (e.g.: Communication, law and business). In most studies the following core components have been identified: a) A main proposition or conclusion or claim b) A set of propositions or premises or data or reasons or grounds from which the conclusion(s) can be drawn or inferred and, in the pragmatics-orientated linguistic analysis:
c) The contextual features or warrants or assumptions or general rules underlying or informing the premises In my analysis I have opted for Toulmin et al's main categories of "claim" and "grounds" (supporting the "claims"). My aim, however, was not to assess the validity of the "claims" in relation to the overall argumentative structure (as in most of the studies mentioned above) but to explore the types of attitudinal meanings that can be expressed within such structure in the context of the Letters. Hence the term 'argumentative attitude'. Categories and variables have been adapted accordingly. For each letter it is possible to identify, to some extent, the writer's main claim, the grounds used to support such claim and the linguistic input that contributes to each component. It can be argued that the contextual features outlined in 3. above perform the function of warrants in that they provide the overall contextual framework in which the argumentative content of the Letters is to be interpreted. Given the focus of the argumentation in the Letters (expression of personal opinions where the ethical and subjective dimensions play an essential role), however, it would be difficult to identify the assumptions that underlie the claims in each case. They are embedded in common sense cultural values and shared views of 'right' and 'wrong' that are not generally explicitly stated (as recognised by Toulmin et al 1979) . The nature of the supporting grounds (e.g.: Factual evidence as against assertion of principles or convictions) provides an insight into the assumptions of what constitute valid claims in the case of the genre and cultural context concerned.
The claim: Types and examples
The writer's main claim may be literally stated in or inferable from or implied in the text and can be summarised in one or more super-ordinate proposition/s. It can basically be either epistemic (when the writer takes position in respect of truth validity) or deontic (when the writer takes position in respect of normative rightness) .
More than one claim may be identified for each Letter and a high degree of overlapping can be expected, in that an epistemic claim such as: (4) Our seas are polluted may often imply or co-exist with a deontic one in the same Letter, for example:
(5) New measures should be found to clean our seas
The main attitudinal nature of the claim may be revealed by the kind of supporting grounds (see 4.3. below) provided (e.g. a list of the positive aspects associated with a desired course of action would point to a deontic rather than an epistemic claim). In other cases, the overlap may become even more apparent precisely because of the grounds used, which seem to evenly support both an epistemic and a deontic claim (or, possibly, two or more claims with the same attitudinal value).
There are many cases, in the Letters analysed, in which the claim is, in fact, entirely implied by the grounds and not actually linguistically present in the text. The titles given to the Letters may sometimes provide a clue as to the main claim/s expressed (according to editorial interpretation) or they may be rather misleading. Conversely, two or more claims may be identified on the basis of similar linguistic material and clear-cut distinctions may not always be possible. The degree of overlapping, however, may be seen as a significant aspect of the overall argumentative strategy (see 5. below) and may vary more or less noticeably between the English and the Italian corpora, adding a further dimension to the comparison (see 5. below).
When the claims are literally stated in the text it is possible to identify the key linguistic items (often modal verbs and adverbs) that can be seen to qualify the degree of commitment to the truth value or to the normative rightness of the claim. Examples would be the adverb undoubtedly in:
Our seas are undoubtedly polluted or the modal verb must in:
New measures must be found to clean our seas Toulmin et al. (1979: 70) argued that "every argument has a certain modality…" that can be expressed through "modal qualifiers" and refers to "the strength or weakness, conditions and/or limitations with which a claim is advanced". This can apply both in assertions of truth as well as assertion of normative rightness (Toulmin et al. 1979: 328) . The claims identified have been compared in respect of their "modality" features with particular reference to the source of their strength ("subjective" or "objective", as distinguished by Halliday 1994) . It could be argued that expressions of evaluation and emotion may similarly contribute to qualifying the strength of the epistemic or deontic assertion in terms of subjective involvement. An example would be the use of 'agonising' and 'precious' in: (8) New measures must be found to clean our agonising precious seas
The role of what one may refer to as 'evaluative or emotive qualifiers' is not traditionally included in accounts of argumentative structure and strategies although it may be alluded to. When dealing with "aesthetic interpretation" and "critical accounts" as alternative patterns of argumentative "reasoning" Toulmin et al. (1979: 282) refer, for example, to the effectiveness of accounts that "carry conviction" and have "the power to present a vivid and convincing view of the work" and are the product of "well-chosen language" (as well as of "experience, reflective thought and careful deliberation").
In the case of the Letters the writers' evaluative and emotive attitude to the events and people on which claims are made is visible throughout the argumentative structure (see 5.1 and 5.2). However, explicit expressions of the writers' own reactions to events, people or states of affairs as in: (9) I am appalled at the state of our seas have not been analysed. Such expressions are arguably not part of the overall argumentative structure as it is not the writers' feelings that are being discussed or reasoned over and they do not constitute claims that need supporting (according, for example, to
Toulmin et al's definition of reasoning 1979). The following two English Letters have been selected for illustration of the analysis carried out:
Letter 1: Promoters did not do research AS PREDICTED, the Norwich Music Festival '98 extravaganza at Carrow Road fell flat on its face. At the risk of sounding smug, I would like to say, both for myself and on behalf of the other cynics who predicted this "top of the flops": WE TOLD YOU SO! I was most annoyed, however, by the response of the' promoters' consultant Mr Mark Nelson who seemed to imply that if we, the people of Norwich, wish to attract big names to the city, we must first all do our duty and donate £20 to go and see a collection of almost forgotten names from decades past. The blame for this white elephant must lie squarely at the feet of the organisers. I do hope that another promoter with a better idea of what people want to go and see, approaches Norwich City Football Club in the near future. Up-to-date bands may not come cheap, but if people are likely to flock from all around the region to see them, and for the right act they would, then they are worth the money.
(Ralph, Evening News, 25-6-98)
Letter 2: Who let Irek in so easily?
I AM pleased that Irek Mukhamedov, now principal dancer with the Royal Ballet and his family are flourishing here (Passport, Travel and Money, 9 February). Perhaps the Home Secretary could explain, however, why they are not economic migrants. They (apparently) had no problems in their own country other than irritation with the bureaucracy, yet they were welcome to "defect" to the UK to fulfil their desire to give their children a "Western upbringing". At the same time many other people seek asylum here. Some have clearly been tortured (confirmed by British doctors) and have a well-founded fear that they will be persecuted or killed in their home country. Despite this they are classed as suspected economic migrants, often In Letter 1. the main claim is to do with asserting a matter of truth (epistemic) and can be summarised as follows: (10) The promoters of the Norwich Music Festival '98 are to be blamed for its failure.
A contrastive analysis of 'Letters to the Editor' in English and
In this case the title provided is based on the main claim. The claim is literally stated as follows:
(11) "The blame for this white elephant must lie squarely at the feet of the organisers."
The degree of commitment to the truth value of this claim is expressed by the modal "must" (implicit subjective modality) and the adverb "squarely" (implicit objective modality). One cannot identify any specific evaluative or emotive expression apart from the evaluative meaning implicitly expressed through such epistemic qualifiers. The claim is also further implied by the grounds that are provided in its support such as the reference to the fact that the organisers ignored people's opinion. This can be inferred, for example, from:
(12) "I do hope that another promoter with a better idea of what people want to go and see, approaches Norwich city Football Club in the near future".
In Letter 2. two main claims can be identified. One of the claims is again an assertion of truth, namely that:
(13) The government is not treating asylum seekers fairly.
The assertion, however, is nowhere literally stated in the text but can be inferred from the reference to the fact or belief that asylum seekers are not granted asylum on the basis of how they are treated in their respective countries of origin but depending on whether they can be useful in this country. This is implied throughout the Letter. A further claim is to do with the writer's positioning in terms of normative rightness (deontic) and can be summarised as follows: (14) The Government should grant British citizenship to genuine asylum seekers.
Once again the claim is not stated anywhere in the Letter but can be inferred from the reference to the positive aspects associated with the proposed action. The action is presented as humane ("it…would be…vastly more humane") and convenient for the government ("It would be quicker…It might also be cheaper: Prisons are very expensive")
The grounds: Types and examples
By 'ground' is meant the semantic material (stated in or inferable from or implied in the text, as for the claims) provided in each Letter in support of one or more claims or, to use a different terminology, the premises on which one or more conclusions can be based. Grounds are provided in support of the claims or may provide the basis for an implicit claim that is not otherwise linguistically present in the text, as seen in 4.2. above. The typology of ground types presented below is empirically based as it is derived from direct observation of the types used to support the claims made in the Letters rather than on the traditional categories that are commonly associated with scientific, legal or academic argumentation. The link to such traditional categories (as outlined by Connor and Lauer 1988) has been clarified when relevant. Further insight in the typology of grounds is offered by Toulmin et al (1979) as they deal not only with the traditional fields of argumentation (law and science) but also with the type of argumentation that can be found in other areas of reasoning that is artistic and literary criticism and "management and ethical reasoning". Particularly helpful is their identification of the grounds commonly used in ethical reasoning based on the dichotomies of "wright and wrong" and "good" and "bad".
Within the context of Letters to the Editor one is likely to find arguments that are 'persuasive' rather than 'scientific' (Lo Cascio 1991). That is, the writers will generally tend to appeal to premises of a subjective rather than objective universal nature and they are likely to be founded on unstable social, economic and ethical principles rather than undisputed physical evidence (see Lo Cascio 1991: 298). A variety of different 'persuasive' strategies can be observed in the Letters. Particular attention has also been given to the attitudinal dimension of the categories identified that is their interactional aspect (e.g.: The level of writer's involvement and the reliance on 'affective' grounds). The link to commonly understood attitudinal concepts, such as modality and evaluation, has been clarified when relevant. The grounds on which the claims are based may, for example, differ in terms of their (perceived) origin, that is, either extrinsic (located outside the writer's subjectivity e.g. factual evidence or authority -textual or personal -in the case of an epistemic claim) or intrinsic (located inside the writer's subjectivity e.g. the writer's own conviction about the necessity of a course of action in the case of a deontic claim). (Lo Cascio 1991: 299f) . This distinction between subjective and objective representation as well as differences relating to varying degrees of explicitness have been often noticed in relation to modality and attitude (e.g. Halliday 1994) .
Similarly, polarity values of 'positive' and 'negative' which have commonly been associated with modality (Halliday 1994: 88f) , attitude, evaluation and "appraisal" (Martin and White 2003) can also be seen to apply to the argumentative structure of the Letters, particularly in the case of the deontic claims. For example, the claim:
(15) People should not drink and drive can be based on grounds focusing on the negative outcome of the criticised behaviour (e.g. the risk of accidents) or/and the positive outcome resulting from avoiding the criticised behaviour (e.g. enhanced road safety).
Although grounds are given in support of an overall epistemic or deontic claim, their linguistic appearance and meanings may not always be directly consistent with the type of claim they are helping to support. Deontic claims, for example, are largely based on epistemic claims providing the supporting grounds. The deontic claim:
(16) Child benefit should be abolished can be made on the basis of epistemic assertions referring, for example, to the negative aspects of the criticised situation such as:
a) It is unfair b) It is a waste of money for the government Different grounds for a claim may be expressed through the same linguistic material, depending on the emphasis assigned, in turn, to key linguistic items during the decoding process.
The following grounds have been identified in the case of the epistemic claims: The writers' own perception of the events is also at the basis of the grounds provided here (see type 5. below).
3) Providing first-hand factual evidence in the forms of facts etc. as in 1) but inclusive of the writer's personal involvement. A typical example can be found in the Letter in which the claim that the River Walk in Norwich is not very pleasant is grounded in the following first-hand factual evidence:
(20) "No seats, no lights, from Whitefriar's Bridge to Tye Bridge. A sea of mud in parts when it rains. Also the closing down of the men's urinal -we see the fishermen outside our flats using the shrubs and trees to urinate. Not a pleasing sight. Also an empty factory opposite us is partly boarded-up and a heaven for pigeons". (Dyers, Evening News 26-6-98).
In this case the use of the inclusive first person plural pronoun and first person plural possessive determiner provide the linguistic clues for this type of evidence. But even when such clues are not available (as, for example, the initial section of the quoted text) it is understood that the writer, a Norwich citizen, has witnessed what he describes.
4) Providing personal experience: Similar to 3) but more subjective in nature e.g. the writer has experienced rather than witnessed.
Personal experience is mentioned in support of the claim that Life in the Fifties was very good as follows:
(21) "I holidayed in Rome during the filming of Ben Hur, in Monaco when Grace Kelly married Prince Ranier and was driven across Lake Lucerne at midnight in a speed boat. And I was just a secretary not a film star…We did things in style" (Perry, Mail on Sunday 12-1-97).
The writer refers to herself as the actor and acted upon in the events described. The basis for her claim seems to owe more to her involvement than her observation.
5) Expressing own conviction/perception:
Characterised by direct or indirect reference to subjective perception, evaluative stance and emotive involvement, indicating that the writer is innerly convinced (in connection with his/her own general understanding of reality and values) rather than proven right by facts and events s/he has specifically experienced, witnessed or knows about. Claims are not easily verifiable. Typical linguistic cues are: Presence of first person pronouns and possessive adjectives; lexis denoting evaluation and emotion. Scientific, academic and similar rigorous reasoning would not rely on such grounds but they are regularly adopted in the type of 'looser' argumentation of which the Letters are an example.
In Letter 1 reproduced in 4.2 above the writer's claim that the organisers are responsible for the failure of the music event is not grounded only in factual evidence and logical reasoning but also, to a large extent, in his own subjective perception of the events. His impression seems to be that the organisers did not have a clear idea of what people really like and made unreasonable demand on the people of Norwich, which is implied, for example, by:
(22) "…the promoters' consultant…seemed to imply that if we… wish to attract big names to the city, we must first of all do our duty and donate £20 to go and see a collection of almost forgotten names from decades past". (Ralph, Evening News, The subjective and emotive nature of these assertions is evident in the use of the modalizing construction "seemed to…" and the irony producing overstatements.
6) Undermining adversary claim (real or potential): This can be achieved in various ways, including elements from other types of ground e.g. by undermining adversary evidence.
7)
Undermining adversary claimant(s) (potential or real): This type of ground may not be clearly different from 6) but the criticism is addressed more directly to the people supporting or perceived to support the adversary claim. Strategies used vary as in 6) and may include: Attacking adversaries' credentials, questioning their competence, motives and convictions.
8) Quoting supporters of the claim in an approving context e.g. by emphasising their competence, good qualities, reliability.
5
The following grounds have been identified in the case of deontic claims:
1) Mentioning the negative aspects of the criticised situation, behaviour or course of action or negative outcome resulting from failure to change or avoid the criticised situation. This may include undermining any possible positive aspects or outcome in relation to such situation. In one of the Letters for example, the claim that British women should dress better is supported by mentioning the following negative aspects and results of non compliance (the expressions bearing the negative meaning are highlighted in italics): (23) a) The otherwise dynamic image of the country is tainted, inferable from:
"As we advance in science with mobile phones, the Internet, computers and modern kitchens, the most devastating deterioration in our British life is the scruffy and lazy state of dress".
(Harris, The Express 22-3-98)
b) It puts people off visiting Britain/London, inferable from:
"No wonder tourists are shocked with scruffy London -I was horrified on my last visit and will not be going again" (ibid.) c) Women cannot find role models to refer to when it comes to fashion, inferable from:
"…the scruffy and lazy state of dress, especially among women, whom we look to for fashion". (ibid.).
2) Mentioning the positive aspects or outcome of the behaviour or course of action advocated. The positive aspects of the compliance are mentioned, for example, in support of the claim made in Letter 2 in 4.2. above that the Government should grant British citizenship to genuine asylum seekers. As seen above, the writer argues that such action would be: (16) "… vastly more humane…It would be quicker…It might also be cheaper: prisons are very expensive". (Boswell, Independent on Sunday, 3) Arguing that a course of action is required or to be avoided on moral grounds (that is, the action is 'right' or 'wrong' rather than simply 'good' or 'bad' as observed by Toulmin et al. 1979: 313-321) : This type of argument may be seen as a sub-group of 1) and 2) but it is common enough to be classified independently.
4) Arguing that a course of action is (un)reasonable (intellectually, logically rather than simply 'good' or 'bad'). This type is arguably also a sub-group of 1) and 2) 5) In some cases the positive aspects or results of a course of action advocated simply by being assumed. This is the case when the writer argues that the attempt to pursue the particular course of action has not been satisfactory so far or is more urgent than before and/or a priority in respect to other or that the conditions to pursue it are now more favourable than before.
6) Quoting other supporters of the course of action 7) Undermining adversary claim
8) Undermining supporters of adversary claim
Note that types 6), 7) and 8) are also used to support epistemic claims and that 'undermining an adversary claim and/or the claim's supporters' (7 and 8) may involve showing that alleged positive or negative aspects or outcome of a situation or course of action are not really such, leading back to types 1) and 2). As clearly illustrated in the examples of the 'positive' and 'negative' aspects listed in support of the deontic claims given above, issues of normative rightness ('bad' and 'good', 'right' and 'wrong') are bound to be grounded, to a greater or lesser extent, in the writers' subjective appreciation of reality, including their emotive reactions to such events (see Toulmin et al. 1979: 332) . The expressions highlighted (italics) in the examples presented above (23. and 16.) seem indeed to convey both evaluative (as a constitutive aspect of the deontic meaning) and emotive meaning. In this analysis, however, no attempt has been made to investigate and compare the nature of the emotive involvement and the grounds supporting the deontic claims have been classified merely as either negative or positive. A detailed study of the evaluative and emotive component involved could be carried out on the basis of, for example, Martin and White's model of "appraisal" (2003) but it falls outside the scope of this article.
It must be pointed out that -given that much of the contextual material on which the claims and the grounds are founded is deeply embedded in the ideological make-up of the writers and readers (see 3. above), it is not surprising that the exact linguistic level(s) at which the particular meanings are derived, in each case, was impossible to retrieve. The classification of the linguistic material analysed into the types identified (both claims and grounds) has not always been straightforward. Combinations of ground types are common, giving rise to mixed types, noticeably the combination of factual evidence and logical reasoning. As mentioned, the writers' emotive involvement is noticeable throughout the argumentative structure of the Letters in relation to both the deontic and the epistemic claims. Meanings have been assigned in each case within the context of the whole Letter but, ultimately, the categorisation into types is necessarily a matter of degree rather than 72 Gabrina Pounds absolute distinction. It is likely that alternative distribution could be envisaged by other analysts and it would be a matter for further research to test whether very different results and conclusions are drawn if the criteria suggested are adhered to.
Results of the analysis
The comparison of the results is carried out on the basis of the type of claims and grounds favored in each corpus e.g.: Their frequency, degree of semantic and functional overlapping, the linguistic features contributing to the attitudinal meaning of the claims.
As a great deal of the argumentative meaning is implied rather than stated the results cannot be calculated in relation to the number of words per corpus. The percentages of epistemic and deontic claims and ground types are calculated in each case in terms of the overall number of claims and grounds identified in each corpus. Some of the results are reported as general trends rather than precise figures.
In order to simplify the reporting of the results the English Letters or corpus is referred to as 'E' and the Italian Letters or corpus is referred to as 'I'.
The claims
The relevant material from the Letters can be seen in Appendixes 1 to 4. The claims have been categorised taking into account the context of the whole Letter in each case. As the corpus of Letters could not be reproduced in its entirety the nature of the main claim and the reason for the classification have been clarified when necessary. The same claim is sometimes stated more than once in the same Letter (all the instances are itemized as a, b, c etc. under the same number in the Appendixes). The same linguistic material may be reproduced more than once (or highlighted in more than one way) when it performs more than one function (it belongs to more than one category) Table 2 . below shows a summary of the results obtained for the claims.
One can see that in both corpora the epistemic claims are more frequent but in 'I' they are more significantly so. Letters containing mixed claims are also noticeably more common in 'I'. 12 instances of stated epistemic claims have been identified in 'E' and 19 in 'I'. The source of certainty is presented as explicitly deriving from the writer (first person form of the verb indicating opinion or direct reference to opinion as deriving from the self, as in "in my opinion") only in 2 cases in 'E' against 10 in 'I'. The readers are invited to share responsibility for the writers' claims through rhetorical questions in 6 cases in 'I'. The readers are involved in a less direct way through the use of exclamatives in 2 cases in 'E' (e.g. "How economical with the truth some TV adverts appear to be".)
14 instances of deontic claims have been identified in 'E' and 19 in 'E'. The people and bodies held responsible for pursuing a certain course of action (e.g.: "the relevant government agencies" or "the political parties") are stated in 10 cases in 'E' and only 8 in 'I' where the use of interpersonal forms is more common (e.g.: It is necessary, one needs to, it is required…). In 'I', therefore, less emphasis is placed on the agent expected to carry out or not to carry out an action than on the change or course of action advocated. The Italian writers tend to explicitly present themselves (first person form of the verb indicating opinion, such as: I feel… or expressions such as: in my view) as the source of the normative strength (7 cases) whereas the English writers do so less often (2 cases). The readers are invited to part-take in the source of the normative strength through rhetorical questions in 2 cases in 'E' and in 2 cases in 'I'. In the two Italian examples the readers are directly appealed to through imperative forms.
The writers' emotive involvement (capitalized expressions in the Appendixes) is frequently expressed both in 'I' and in 'E'. It is encoded in the lexical meaning of nouns (such as "deterioration" verbs ("write off", "feel") and, particularly, adjectives ("wonderful", "selfless", "noble", "devastating", "scruffy", "lazy"). It may also be expressed through repetition as in: (24) or, more subtly, through humour and irony:
(27) "it is time the political parties started considering…a tax on junk mail" (Claim 5. in App. 2).
Given the larger number of stated claims and the overall higher number of words in 'I' more examples of emotive involvement were available here.
The grounds
80 epistemic types of ground have been identified in 'E' and 87 in 'I'. The higher number in 'I' reflects and reinforces the situation seen in the claims. In both corpora the most common way in which the writers support their epistemic claims is by expressing their own conviction or perception of events. 22 examples have been identified in 'E'. In 12 of them the grounds are clear examples, in the remaining 10 they are combined with other types, particularly with 'providing factual evidence' (in 7 cases). 37 examples have been identified in 'I'. In 22 of them the examples are clear. In the remaining 15 they are mixed, particularly with 'providing factual evidence' (11 cases). Providing factual evidence in support of epistemic claims is also very common in the Letters. 30 examples can be found in 'E'. 10 of them are clear. In 13 other cases 'logical reasoning' is added to the factual element and in the remaining 7 the type is combined with expressing one's 'own conviction or perception', as mentioned. In 'I' there are 24 examples, 10 clear and most of the others (11) in combination with expressing one's 'own conviction or perception' as mentioned. There appears to be, in 'I', a variety of linguistic features that turn potentially factual evidence into expressions of conviction and perception, e.g.: The use of the future or the conditional rather than the present tense, the lack of examples, explanations and reasons, the reference to individual cases rather than general situations (including the wide use of first person pronouns and verbs, first person possessive determiners and pronouns and the use of evaluative and emotive expressions).
Considering the Italian larger number of epistemic grounds, factual evidence appears considerably less often than in 'E'. Out of the 24 examples identified 11 are combined with expressing one's own conviction or perception. Out of the 30 examples identified in 'E' 13 are combined with logical reasoning and only 7 with expressing one's own conviction or perception. As for expressing one's own conviction or perception, the much higher number in 'I' (37) as against the lower frequency in 'E' (22) shows a prevalence of this type of ground even allowing for the larger number of epistemic grounds altogether.
In both corpora third parties are either quoted in support of a claim or undermined if supporting the adversary claim. This, however, seems to be more common in 'I' (34 cases) than in 'E' (23) . It is also noticeable that in both corpora third parties are more likely to be quoted in order to be undermined rather than in support of the writers' claims. In most of the English cases (12), however, no clear distinction is made between the claimant and the claim itself whereas in 'I' there are 21 examples in which the claimant is directly criticized. The overall impression is, therefore, of a stronger personal component in the Italian epistemic argumentation. 67 deontic types of ground have been identified in 'E' and noticeably less (51) in 'I'.
Most of the deontic grounds are clear examples of their type (not combinations) and the majority refer either to the negative aspects of the situation/ course of action objected to or to the positive aspects (in general or on moral or intellectual grounds) of the advocated course of action. The difference lies in the distribution of the positive and negative aspects: Even in 'E' (29 positive and 28 negative examples) and much more biased towards the negative in 'I' (25 positive and 11 negative examples). In both corpora the negative aspects refer to: General damage to people (society, government, country or individuals' feelings, reputation, skills and well-being).
Also noticeable is the absence of third parties (adversaries or supporters) in 'E'. In 'I' third parties are mentioned relatively often: 4 times in support of the claim and another 4 times in order to undermine the claim. This points to the value of the interpersonal in 'I'.
A final point concerns both the epistemic and the deontic grounds in the case when reference is made to third parties. In 'E' the most common criticism addressed to an adversary claimant is his/her lack of evidence or ignorance of the facts. The adversary claimants are sometimes referred to in general terms (some people, they…) but more specific mention (name or role) is equally common. In 'I' ignorance of the facts is one reason for criticism but the writers often deliver a more personal attack by referring to the individuals' short-sightedness, face-saving attempts and confused idealistic views and bias. Table 3 . below provides a summary of the results. 
Evaluation of the results
It seems that the Italian writers have a preference for formulating epistemic claims, that is for taking position as believers rather than activists, whereas the situation is more balanced in 'E'.
In 'E' the percentage of the claims that are inferred from the grounds rather than being literally stated is higher than in 'I'. It would appear, therefore, that Italian writers are more explicit in their assertions. In 'I', on the other hand, the number of mixed letters (containing more than one claim) is higher than in 'E' and, generally, the Italian claims have been harder to decode and classify into types. The greater flexibility in the Italian word order and the use of more complex syntax (see 3.1.) may be partly responsible for this. The following example provides a simplified illustration of the Italian syntactic complexity, leading to the embedding of claims: It could be argued that the decoding difficulty resulting from syntactic complexity is to do with meaning overlapping rather than implicitness. In the stated epistemic claims, the Italian writers show a greater tendency towards the explicit expression of certainty and a preference for presenting the self as the source of certainty. The English writers tend to be less explicit and personal.
When it comes to appealing for action in the stated deontic claims, the Italian writers are more inclined, once again, to present themselves as the source of the normativity. They prefer, however, to place the emphasis on the action required rather than on the identity of the people or bodies that would be responsible for complying or making the changes. There are, however, two noticeable exceptions, that is two Letters in which specific readers are appealed to directly through imperative forms (see 5.1.)
The writers' emotive involvement embedded in and qualifying their assertions of truth and normativity is explicitly expressed (linguistically available) as frequently in 'I' as in 'E'. The predominance of the explicit and personal in 'I' is reinforced by the higher frequency of epistemic grounds expressing the writer's conviction and perception and involving third parties, either to rally their support or to undermine their credibility through direct attack. The English writers rely more heavily on grounds centred on the factual, logical, objective and impersonal.
The English writers are more likely to expand on the reasons for supporting or rejecting a course of action or for approving or disapproving of a situation. Deontic grounds are not only more frequent but also more balanced in that they present deterrents and disadvantages as well as incentives and advantages. The predominance of negative references in 'I' cannot be explained in terms of claim types, as the numbers of positive (do x!) and negative deontic claims (do not do x!) is almost identical.
Another factor which is consistent with, and indeed adds to, the impression of the stronger presence in 'I' of belief over action and of the explicit subjective and (inter)personal over the objective and impersonal, mentioned above, is the choice of topics on which claims are made. The tendency is for the Italian writers to use specific current events as starting points for a more general discussion on principles, ideas and people, whereas the English writers are more concerned with the details of the issues at hand. This would also explain the greater difficulty in identifying the main claims in 'I'.
An integrated picture of 'argumentative attitude' in Letters to the Editor
It is now possible to assess the findings from the analysis in terms of the contextual premises outlined in 3. above and provide an integrated picture of the attitudinal meanings expressed in the Letters in relation to their argumentative structure.
The Italian cultural expectations for the explicit expression of attitude and higher degree of self-disclosure (as highlighted in 3. above) are generally consistent with the tendency towards the explicit and subjective expression observed in the Italian Letters in terms of the higher frequency of stated claims (including, therefore, the frequent expression of emotive involvement accompanying the main epistemic and deontic claims), the modal features in the epistemic and deontic claims and the frequent reliance on the writers' own conviction and perception in support of the epistemic claims.
The preference for implicit formulations (including the higher percentage of implied rather than stated claims) and the strong reliance on factual evidence in the English Letters, by contrast, is consistent with the preference for the empirical approach to reasoning typical of the English strong scientific tradition, whereby conclusions are not postulated but arrived at from the evidence available. The preference for indirect formulations may also partly reflect the tendency for "hedged expressions of opinions" in English spoken interaction as observed by Wierzbicka (2003: 43) and mentioned in 3.2 above.
The wider involvement of third parties (supporters or adversaries) in the Italian Letters and the tendency to presenting the self as the source of certainty in the epistemic claims is compatible with the general preference, in the Italian cultural system, for argumentative strategies appealing to the 'credibility', 'emotive' and 'affective' factor (see 3.2 above). Not only are third parties addressed more often in Italian than in English, but reference to their identity and views is also more specific, personal and subjective.
The stronger element of self-disclosure in Italian also matches the expectations deriving from the practice of writing to the paper. The Italian writers are primarily addressing a benevolent authority and raising their solitary voices from the confused mass to express their frustrations whereas the English writers epitomise the voice of the people (see 3.4 above) which the papers claim to represent (see 3.3. above).
There is, however, in both the English and Italian letters ample evidence of the writers' subjective involvement, which seems, in fact, to characterise this type of genre.
It is not possible to be confident about the possible correlation between the considerably stronger presence of the epistemic in Italian and any cultural expectations. One explanation could lie again in the different functions associated with the Letters: A place for the discussion of general principles and negotiation between the individual and the authority in the Italian tradition and an opportunity for raising rather more concrete matters that are presented as needing a solution by general consensus in the English tradition.
It was noticed that the Italian claims are more commonly directly stated in the Letters but harder to decode and classify into types as additional claims seem to be contained in the supporting material. This was partly attributed to the higher degree of flexibility in the Italian word order but could also be partially due again to an emphasis on views and beliefs rather than on the need to back them up with particular argumentative strategies.
Concluding comments
Analysing the expression of attitude in discourse is a huge undertaking. By observing it through the parameters of a defined main discourse type (such as argumentation) and genre (Letters to the Editor) in two different linguistic and cultural settings (Italian and English) I have tried to isolate some of the variables involved and have provided a model of analysis. The analysis has revealed that 'argumentative attitude' is expressed through similar strategies in the English and Italian Letters but significant differences have also emerged. Such differences are visible at a linguistic level but their significance must be assessed in the light of the cultural expectations surrounding the type of genre.
This model could be applied to the analysis of other types or argumentative discourse within the same or different linguistic and cultural settings. Narrative or descriptive discourse (see Table 1 .) can also be analysed in a similar fashion. The approach is one that focuses not only on the key linguistic structures through which attitudinal meaning can be expressed but also one that takes into account the specific features of the discourse type and genre considered and the cultural context in which they are produced. Such approach is strongly advocated and outlined by Cortazzi and Jin in their account of evaluative meanings in narratives (2000) and by Martin (2000: 161-62) .
It must be pointed out, however, that most texts are not pure examples of a discourse type or genre. As observed in the case of the Letters and as mentioned in 3.4. above, the writers' argumentative intention is invariably accompanied by additional intentions, motivating them to reveal themselves and interact with their potential readers. The writers may, for example, wish -consciously or unconsciously -to gain in self-esteem by displaying knowledge and writing skills and by being published in the paper and helping to shape public opinion. Or they may wish to criticise the paper's line or attack particular individuals, promote their own self-interest or, simply, express their emotive reaction to current events. It would be possible, therefore, to analyse the two corpora of Letters in terms of the linguistic features which typically express the writers' self-involvement and interaction with the readers independently from the argumentative intention. These features would include all those linguistic structures that typically foreground interpersonality and self-expression such as: Modal verbs and adverbs, interrogative, exclamative and imperative clauses, features of spoken language, evaluative lexical items, use of first person form of the verb and even use of figurative language and irony. Any findings from this analysis could be integrated with the results obtained from the analysis of the argumentative structure and assessed in relation to further cultural expectations (see Pounds 2003) . The linguistic items qualifying the normative value of the claims are highlighted in bold. Those referring to the people or bodies held responsible for pursuing the course of action are underlined and those referring to the source of the normative assertion are italicized. Expressions denoting emotive involvement have been capitalized. Notice that readers are appealed to more directly through the (rhetorical) question format in 9. and 10.
1) 'I FEEL it is about time the relevant Government agencies started to take the bus companies to task and return Norwich to being a "Fine City" once more'. 
